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On August 3, 2009, Kern County deputies went to the residence of appellant,
Dayna Blackwood, to conduct a probation search and were let in by Blackwood. During
the search, Blackwood was seen tucking something down her waistband. When asked
about the item, Blackwood handed the deputies a small plastic bag containing .66 grams
of methamphetamine.

On August 5, 2009, the district attorney filed an information charging Blackwood
with possession of methamphetamine (Health & Saf. Code, § 11377, subd. (a)), a prior
prison term enhancement (Pen. Code, § 667.5, subd. (b)), and having a prior conviction
within the meaning of the three strikes law (Pen. Code, 8 667, subds. (b)-(i)).

On August 19, 2009, Blackwood pled guilty to the possession charge and admitted
having a prior strike conviction in exchange for a lid of four years, concurrent time on
four misdemeanor cases, and the dismissal of the prior prison term enhancement.

On September 17, 2009, the court sentenced Blackwood to the middle term of two
years, doubled to four years because of her prior strike conviction. The court also
dismissed two traffic cases, and imposed concurrent terms in four misdemeanor cases.

Blackwood’s appellate counsel has filed a brief which summarizes the facts, with
citations to the record, raises no issues, and asks this court to independently review the
record. (People v. Wende (1979) 25 Cal.3d 436.) Blackwood has not responded to this
court’s invitation to submit additional briefing.

Following independent review of the record, we find that no reasonably arguable
factual or legal issues exist.

The judgment is affirmed.



